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Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is one of the most well-known and used economic indicator to 
measure the strength and size of an economy. However, too often the assumption is made that 
the higher the GDP of a country, the better off the people are. Using GDP to measure the well-
being can lead to the unwanted consequence of a reduction in well-being by economic policies 
being made to further expand GDP. Because of this, another indicator is needed to measure the 
well-being of an economy. The Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) attempts to measure well-
being by taking into account both economic activity which benefits society and those which hurt 
it. By dividing economic activity into benefits and costs, instead of treating any and all activity 
as a positive, like GDP, GPI provides a better picture of well-being and can help to drive 
economic policy in ways that GDP fails to do.  
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I. Introduction 
 It is a false notion to believe that the higher a country’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is 
the better off the country is. Many macroeconomic policies, both fiscal and monetary, serve with  
the end goal of expanding  a country’s GDP. GDP is total production of all goods and services 
which a country produces over a period of time. Because GDP is the wealth of a country, when 
most think of the “best off” economies they rank them by GDP. However, GDP may not be the 
best metric to measure economic activity and especially economic progress and well-being. 
Because GDP does not distinguish between well-being enhancing and diminishing activity along 
with it not accounting for non-monetized goods and services, GDP ignores a large amount of 
overall economic activity. However, because of its current position on of being the most widely 
recognized metric for economic strength worldwide; politicians and economist are often driven 
to expand GDP at all cost, including the cost of diminished well-being, environmental 
degradation, and little overall progress. Due to this, a different metric is needed to rank economic 
prowess. The Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) attempts to remedy GDP’s shortcomings by 
accounting for economic activity which diminishes well-being and those which add to it. GPI has 
been proposed within US state legislation and adopted by some states as a supplemental metric 
and have had numerous papers and case studies published to examine its use. By following 
methods outline in previous papers I will be examining how the use of GPI changes the ranking 
of the largest US state economies. I will then breakdown the largest costs and benefits each state 
experiences to find outliers, examine state policies which may drive changes in GPI, and will 
attempt to produce the states with the highest and lowest well-being. I will further by exploring if 
GPI can be a good framework for which policymakers should or could base economic policy off 
of.  
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 The remainder of this paper will begin with the literature review. Numerous papers and 
studies have been published on alternatives metrics to GDP, especially as it relates to GPI. The 
publications are often presented in case study form. Using historic economic and social data, 
researchers calculate GPI for a region over a given period of time. They then use this data to 
compare and contrast with GDP to examine growth trend and how GPI may change in response 
to major economic events such as a recession, compared to how GDP responds. Papers like these 
provide an excellent basis for which I will be designing my calculation of GPI off of. Following 
the literature review will be the methods section. Within the methods section I will present my 
calculation for GPI and the papers I am basing said calculation off of. I will also discuss the 
assumption I made when calculating GPI and the component I omitted from my calculation. The 
final section of this paper will be the discussion. Here, I will explore the states which are outliers 
in terms of having costs or benefits much higher or lower than national average, in an attempt to 
produce the state with the most and least well-being. I will conclude by delving into state policy 
and explain why the results presented are as is.  
 
II. Literature Review 
GPI is an economic indicator designed to replace or supplement GDP as an indicator of 
well-being and progress. As society begins to focus and care more about the impacts economic 
growth has on both the environment and people’s well-being, some states within the US, have 
begun to adopt GPI, as a supplemental indicator instead of having a sole reliance on GDP. 
However, although the popularity of GPI is growing, there remains few organizations who 
calculate or use it. As GDP is calculated by governments, banks, international financial 
organizations and many more, the main entities which calculate GPI are economic researchers 
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from universities and think-tanks focused on environmental economics. Because of this, there are 
no databases which have GPI data readily available to the public. Academic journals are the 
main sources where the calculation of GPI is explained and the implications of using such an 
indicator are explored in a deep and thorough manner. Following are studies in regard to the 
shortcomings of GDP and case studies exploring GPI.  
Often it is believed that increasing the GDP of a country will increase the well-being of 
people within said country. Although under some circumstances increasing GDP does increase 
the economic prowess and strength, as more wealth is created, according to the threshold 
hypothesis a point will be reached in all economies where additional economic growth will result 
in a decrease in the quality of life. In the seminal work on the threshold hypothesis, Max-Neef 
(1995) states “...for every society there seems to be a period in which economic growth (as 
conventionally measured) bring about an improvement in the quality of life, but only up to a 
point--the threshold point--beyond which, if there is more economic growth, quality of life may 
begin to deteriorate” (Max-Neef, 1995). The inflection points where society hits their “threshold” 
and how intense the quality of life decline is, varies between countries and societies, but 
according to Max-Neff (1995) every country will reach this point. To measure quality of life and 
well-being Max-Neff (1995) uses the Index for Sustainable Economic Welfare (ISEW), a metric 
similar to GPI, taking into account economic activity that detracts from well-being. A threshold 
is reached once a society grows to a point where the marginal benefits of increasing GDP are less 
than the marginal costs of increasing GDP. However, macro-economic policy is often dominated 
by GDP expanding policy, even once the threshold has been reached GDP growth continues and 
the welfare of those living in the society diminishes. The threshold hypothesis is crucial in the 
study of GPI. ISEW was measured and compared to GDP in Scotland from 1980-1993. It was 
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observed that the economic well-being in Scotland was deteriorating even as the GDP of the 
country was increasing, a prime example of a country passed its threshold (Max-Neef, 1995). 
Since GPI takes into account well-being diminishing activities, such as the cost of pollution, 
inequality, and resource depletion, the rate at which an economy hits their threshold could be 
slowed as the factors which influence well-being could be observed easier, allowing for policy to 
be made accordingly.  
The idea of GPI first appeared in the publication The Genuine Progress Indicator: 
Summary of Data and Methodology in 1995 by Clifford Cobb, Ted Halstead, and Jonathan 
Rowe. Cobb, Halstead, and Rowe (1995) provided reasoning for why using GDP as a measure of 
progress and well-being is flawed. They explained how GDP was never intended to be a measure 
of well-being, solely a metric to describe the monetized output of a country. However, the use of 
GDP has been co-opted to measure well-being with people thinking the higher the GDP of a 
country is the better off it is. Although this may be true in certain situations by no means is it a 
universal economic truth. The fundamental problem with GDP is it treats every transaction as a 
positive. The example of a car purchase was used. When a car is bought, GDP increase. To 
power the car, gas is bought, increasing GDP, also increasing pollution. More cars on the road 
requires more road maintenance, increasing the GDP. More cars also lead to a higher likelihood 
of more car crashes, requiring maintenance or the purchase of a new car, increasing GDP. GDP 
increased at least four times in this example, but it cannot be argued that well-being is increased, 
or economic progress is being made at the same multiple. The paper does not to downplay the 
importance of GDP but believes national accounting should be similar to that of business 
accounting, taking both revenues and expenses into account, stating that if a business added 
expenses and revenues to each other, similar to how GDP does, the business would soon go 
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broke. Apart from not distinguishing the well-being increasing and decreasing activities an 
economy partakes in; GDP also does not account for activity in which money is not traded 
hands. Although monetized activity is incredibly important to an economy, GDP leaves out 
activity which serve basic needs, such as volunteer work and housework, which are not 
monetized, but adds to well-being. Further, Cobb & Halstead & Rowe (1995) provide in-depth, 
detailed descriptions of each component they believed should be added or subtracted to calculate 
GPI. The paper ended with a very important statement on the future of GPI and the calculations 
of it “Without a doubt, other categories could be added to this list. The GPI is only a starting 
point, which we hope will inspire further efforts along this line” (Cobb & Halstead & Rowe, 
1995). The point of the GPI calculations is meant to be a fluid metric changing to adapt to 
changing times where some aspects may add or subtract from overall well-being and progress in 
greater ways than others.  
 The calculation of GPI involves the combination of a multitude of components reflecting 
economic activity. GPI is a fluid metric which has fixed base variables, each made up of fluid 
components, which change to reflect what adds and subtracts the most from the overall economy 
during that period of time. According to the research done by Kubiszewski et al. in their 2015 
article, Estimates of the Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) for Oregon from 1960-2010 and 
Recommendations for a Comprehensive Shareholder Report, GPI is calculated by: 
𝐺𝑃𝐼 =  𝐶𝑎𝑑𝑗 + 𝐺𝑛𝑑 − 𝑊 − 𝐷 − 𝐸 − 𝑁.  Again, these six variables are comprised of sub-
variables or components which reflect different economic activity undertaken by a population. 
Within this calculation, Cadj is Personal Consumption Expenditure (PCE) adjusted for income 
inequality. PCE is an index of prices published by an economic analysis entity such as the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis. The index is intended to measure the changes in the prices of 
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goods and services purchased within the area studied. PCE is then divided by the Gini 
Coefficient, a statistical measurement of income distribution, to account for the unequal 
distribution of wealth and income societies face. Adjusted PCE is the base of GPI with all 
remaining variables either adding or subtracting from it. The variable Gnd represents all non-
defensive government expenditures. Such expenditures would be government funded roads, 
bridges, public transport systems, education, and others. These expenditures provide an overall 
good within society and therefore add to the GPI base. Defense expenditures are omitted from 
Gnd because even though they can protect against potential harm, the need to offset harm 
indicates a degree of breakdown in well-being. Although defensive expenditure will always be 
needed it indicates there are uncontrollable situations which can decrease well-being. The next 
variable in the calculation is W. W represents all major non-monetized activity which occurs in a 
society and contributes to the overall well-being of society. The value of housework and the 
value of volunteer work are the two major contributions to this variable. All housework or 
volunteer work is productive labor producing a well-being enhancing service; however, it is not 
contributed to GDP. But, as soon as there is a transaction in the market involving the service of 
this work, such as an individual paying for this work to be done, it is contributed to GDP. GPI 
attempts to remedy this by placing a monetary value on housework and volunteer work and 
adding it to GPI. The variable D represent all private defensive expenditures, such as insurance. 
Again, although defensive expenditures can provide a good, the need for them indicate a 
potential shortfall of personal and societal welfare and therefore are subtracted from GPI. The 
next variable, E, represents the cost of environmental degradation. Such costs include over 
farming, deforestation, the destruction on wetlands, and all else that may damage the natural 
environment. The final variable of GPI is N. N, represents the depreciation of the natural capital 
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base. This measurement takes into account resources which are nonrenewable that are used up 
for consumption/production today without worry for future need. The depreciation of natural 
capital base is often the largest costs in any GPI study. Kubiszewski et al., (2015) provided a 
comprehensive and thorough calculation of GPI and the components of each variable which adds 
or subtracts from the overall metric. The full calculation of GPI with each component, I used, 
will be explored later on in more depth, in the method section of this paper. 
There are numerous case studies of institution calculating alternatives to GDP, allowing 
for a better understanding of the well-being of a nation. One such study published in 2007 by 
Wen et al., entitled, Case study on the use of genuine indicator to measure urban economic 
welfare in China, explore GPI in four Chinese cities The researchers broke down the variables of 
GPI into three section, of economics, social, and environmental,  each containing multiple 
components. They examined the four Chinese cities of Suzhou, Yangzhou, Guangzhou, and 
Ningbo, as well as the United States, as an international comparison. The researchers found in all 
four cities as well as the US, the largest cost was the cost to the environment. Environmental 
costs costed more than both the economic and social costs combined. The environmental cost 
variable is the combination of all environmental cost components, such as the cost of, pollution 
abatement, water pollution, air pollution, noise pollution, change in wetlands, change in 
farmlands, depletion of nonrenewable resources, long term environmental damage, ozone 
depletion, and change in old-growth forests. Although at every location the costs to the 
environment was the largest, the number one environmental cost component fluctuated between 
each area studied. In the cities of Guangzhou and Yangzhou, the cost of air pollution was the 
number one cost; in Suzhou the loss of wetlands and farmland was that city’s largest cost; and 
finally, the depletion of nonrenewable resources was the number one cost in the city of Ningbo 
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as the US. The authors claimed the results found by using GPI to analyze these cities show “GPI 
can be accepted as an alternative measure of economic growth and welfare development to the 
traditional GDP that is increasing [sic] criticized” Wen et al., (2007). They furthered their claims 
by saying the use of GPI at an urban level is a better measure of economic well-being than GDP 
is. For example, the GPI per capita in the city of Suzhou was higher and growing faster than the 
other three cities, which was consistent with the higher standard of living in Suzhou. By 
analyzing the components which make up GPI, better policies can be implemented at both a local 
and federal level; policies critical for sustainable development. Wen et al., (2007) provided a 
thorough case study of GPI in China, allowing for an international comparison. The paper also 
provided a slightly different metric of calculating GPI, omitting and adding components, 
different than in other studies. Exploring different methods of calculation shows the complexity 
and precariousness nature of GPI, while at the same time shows what one society holds to be of a 
beneficial or detrimental component of the economy, another society may see as different. 
One of the few states which uses GPI as a main economic indicator is Vermont. Vermont 
was the first state to adopted GPI as a supplemental metric for GDP in 2012. Results published in 
the 2004 paper Estimates of the Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) for Vermont, Chittenden 
County and Burlington, from 1950 to 2000 by Costanza et al., (2004), helped to influence state 
legislators to adopt the use of GPI. This paper in part authored by University of Vermont 
Professor of Ecological Economics, Jon Erickson, provided GPI numbers for each decade 
between 1950-2000 for the city of Burlington, VT; Chittenden County, VT; Vermont state; and 
the whole of the United States. Using methods outlined in the next section, the authors calculated 
624 independent, individual observations. Dividing their total GPI findings by the populations in 
each locale, they achieved a GPI per capita. Their calculations indicated that in the earlier years 
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of the study, Burlington, VT had a much lower GPI per capita than national average, indicating 
that Burlington was worse off than national averages. Although Burlington was below average, 
Chittenden County (the county Burlington is in) and Vermont as a whole were slightly above 
national averages. For the overall US, national GPI peaked during the period between 1970-80s 
then continued on a slight downwards/flat trajectory, consistent with Manfred Max-Neef’s 
threshold hypothesis, outlined earlier. However, by 2000 all three locations studied were far 
above national GPI per capita averages. In 2000, the GPI per capita for the US was $8,000 while 
in all Vermont locations, GPI per capita was above $16,000, indicating that a citizen of Vermont 
is better off than the average non-Vermont citizen. The GPI discrepancy between the rest of the 
US and Vermont arises predominantly from differences in the cost of pollution, land loss, and 
the depreciation of natural capital base that Vermont experienced verse what the rest of the 
country experienced. During the period where Burlington’s GPI was below national average, 
these components were significantly worse than what the rest of the country saw. But by 1980, 
Burlington’s costs were consistent with the rest of the US. The researchers point to 
environmental policy which occurred within Vermont’s legislation as reason why Vermont’s 
GPI reversal. As timber production and farming moved further west, out of Vermont during the 
periods of 1980s and on, the forests of northeastern Vermont saw massive regrowth, decreasing 
the cost component of forest loss. This coupled with new zoning laws and regulations protected 
forests, wetlands, and some farms from urbanization and development, further decreasing costs. 
Vermont also experienced lower rates of population and density growth relative to the rest of the 
US, allowing for the cost of environmental degradation to decrease in Vermont while the rest of 
the country saw these costs increase. The most striking difference between Vermont's GPI rise 
and the fall in the rest of the US is due to the depreciation of natural capital base. The 
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deprecation of natural capital base is calculated by: (oil consumption in barrels)*(the estimated 
cost of replacing one barrel of oil with ethanol). As Vermont's moved away from fossil fuels to 
renewables such as hydropower from the Canadian company Hydro-Québec in the 1980s and the 
increasing use of biomass fuels allowed for Vermont to depreciate their natural capital base at a 
much slower rate than the rest of the US. Focusing on increasing GPI instead of GDP could lead 
to more improvements within the environment as seen in the Vermont example. Policy initiatives 
have the potential to increase the GPI, improve the environment, and raise the overall well-being 
of the population. Costanza et al., (2004), provided an intriguing case study into the calculation 
of GPI in Vermont and provided thorough methods which will be partially replicated to help 
answer my research questions. 
Using GPI as an indicator of overall well-being can provide a clearer and more accurate 
picture than GDP can. However, although GPI can produce a better picture of well-being, many 
critics of GPI exist and produce strong arguments for why GPI, like GDP is flawed. The article, 
The Problems with Using GPI rather Than GDP authored by Tim Worstall in 2014 provided 
reasoning behind why GPI is also flawed. Worstall (2014) argued that GPI includes 
measurements that all may not see as being a benefit to society. Worstall’s argument is that there 
are rarely instances where society can agree on whether something is unequivocally good or bad. 
For instance, the re-flooding of previously destroyed wetlands is not always seen as a positive. 
Occasionally, developed land that was once wetlands will be re-flooded to allow for the 
restoration of the wetland. Environmental restoration, such as rebuilding wetlands, can provide 
the local community with cleaner water, restore fisheries and wildlife habitats, and help prevent 
floods, aspects that benefits society. However, the restoration of wetlands could bring about 
negative aspects as well. If people have developed on land that were previously wetlands, the 
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restoration would destroy any development hurting overall economic production. On top of that, 
flooding some wetlands like the Pontine Marshes in Italy brought back mosquitos carrying 
deadly diseases such as Malaria, something everyone can agree as a universal bad (Worstall, 
2014). Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile the benefits an activity might have with the cost it 
may also incur and there will be few instances where everyone in a society will be able to agree 
on the best course of action. Costanza et al., (2004), furthered the criticism of GPI by arguing 
that the many assumptions made when calculating GPI are too open ended. Assumptions like 
how to accurately put a monetizable value on household work, and volunteer work. Some argue 
the pay for this type of work should be the going market rate however this rate could be much 
higher or lower than the “real” rate at which these workers should be paid relative to their skill 
and the quality of work they produce. Because of this, household workers or volunteers may be 
over or underpaid, skewing the monetized benefit that they add to society. Costanza. et al., 
(2004) also argued it is hard to put an accurate value on the loss of an ecosystem as even two 
pro-environmental firms may have completely different valuations for the same thing. Finally, 
one of the largest criticisms Costanza et al., (2004) examined was the interregional flow of non-
marketed good and services is not reflected in the GPI; or GDP. Such examples of non-marketed 
goods and services are ecosystem services, services that society gains from the natural 
environment for ‘free’. One country or area could be benefiting from a better environment, 
which could be at the expense of another country’s environment. The US benefits from the 
depletion of natural capital bases in foreign countries. Miners all over Africa produce rare earth 
elements for use in American products. The US gets the duel benefit of getting these rare 
elements while not having the negative effects of having these mines in their country, increasing 
the US GPI at the expense of these foreign countries. Wen et al., (2007) criticized GPI by 
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acknowledged that the scope of economics is so broad with many subtle activities adding or 
subtracting to the well-being, that a singular indicator, let it be GPI, GDP, or something else 
cannot accurately or completely measure it. Consistent with other criticism, they point to the 
difficulty of putting factors like divorce, volunteer work, and housework into accurate monetary 
terms, although they all have significant effect on the overall economy. Although GPI can be a 
good indicator of a country’s overall social and economic well-being, Costanza et al., (2004); 
Worstall (2014) and Wen et al., (2007) all point out that just like GDP, GPI has shortcoming 
which need to be addressed when using it as an alternative indicator of economic and social well-
being.  
 As societies around the world begin to place a higher value on social and environmental 
issues and the impacts that economic activities have on them, further research and papers are 
being published on the topic of GPI. Case studies where researchers use historic economic data 
to calculate GPI for a given country or region, provide valuable insight on how to calculate GPI 
and to better visualize the growth of GPI compared to GDP. Further, each paper provides 
shortcomings and problems that GPI has and how just like GDP, it is not a perfect metric. By 
discussing the shortcomings of GPI and how it is not perfect, society will fail to fall into the 
same trap it did when GDP was first discussed in 1934 by economist Simon Kuznets; leading to 
using it as an indicator of well-being and not just marketed economic activity like intended. Each 
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III. Methods 
The Genuine Progress Indicator, as a measure of economic well-being, has been 
increasing in popularity in recent years especially among states that trend towards more liberal 
voting patterns and policies; such as Vermont, Washington state, Hawaii, and Maryland. 
However, even with the growing popularity of the indicator, there is yet to be a central and 
public database which provides GPI rankings for countries, states, or local communities, similar 
to what can easily be found for the gross output of a location. The majority of the GPI values 
calculated have been done within the context of individual studies and research. Due to this lack 
of a centralized GPI database, I calculated GPI for each state in the US plus DC. The data 
collection for each location was a process including many independent observations and long 
lengths of time to aggregate datasets from different database sources. I based my calculation of 
GPI off of the equation and GPI components proposed by in Costanza et al., (2004), using the 
equation 𝐺𝑃𝐼 =  𝐶𝑎𝑑𝑗 + 𝐺𝑛𝑑 − 𝑊 − 𝐷 − 𝐸 − 𝑁. Unlike the GDP equation of: 𝐺𝐷𝑃 = 𝐶 + 𝐼 +
𝐺 + (𝑁𝑋), with each variable in the equation being easily quantified in monetary terms, GPI 
variables each contain multiple components which are harder to put into accurate monetary 
terms, such as the cost of the destruction of wetland, farms, and forests as well as cost of family 
breakdown, and loss of leisure time. Though each of these can be expressed somewhat in 
monetary terms, it is harder to put an arcuate value on them in this manner than compared to the 
components of GDP. Costanza et al., (2004) was a crucial source of information to help base my 
GPI calculations off of and help me locate the needed databases of many of the components. A 
full list of the variables I used and the ones I omitted from my calculation will be discussed later 
on.    
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 The aggregation of data for each GPI component for each state was an arduous and time-
consuming process. At 19 individual components in the GPI calculation, multiplied by the 50 
states and the District of Columbia, this equated to 969 individual, independent observation 
within a spreadsheet. The components for GPI are broken into benefits, the components which 
add to well-being; and the costs, those which detract from well-being. Table 2 presents the 
calculation and database source of all the beneficial components, followed by all the cost 
components for each location studied. Table 1 presents the calculation and source for the GPI 
base. The base of GPI is Personal Consumption Expenditure (PCE), adjusted for income 
inequality, using the Gini Coefficient. PCE is an easy metric to locate, a simple search on the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) database allowed for its location for each state as well as more 
refined, locations such as counties and cities. Similar, to PCE, the Gini Coefficient is easily 
accessible within most economic databases. However, most of the other components were far 
more difficult to find and calculate. Some components had their base values easily accessible 
within government statistical websites such as the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (BEA), the United States Census Bureau, Government Time Use Surveys, 
and Federal Reserve Bank of the United States, while others took some deeper searching. 
 To complete my calculation of GPI, I used the GPI equation outlined and used by 
Costanza et al., (2004). Apart from being widely used as a basis for GPI calculations in papers 
since, this equation also provided a thorough calculation of GPI and therefore served as the basis 
for my calculation. However, because Costanza et al., (2004) was published 15 years ago, some 
modifications and assumptions had to be made to the components to better fit today's economic 
environment. Assumptions and modification were made both due to the lack of data available, as 
well as deciding some components were no longer a large enough cost to society to bother 
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calculating them. This process included omitting variables, using different measurements, 
excluding states from some calculations, and not following the exact same procedure as outlined 
in Costanza et al., (2004). Although making assumptions can lead to skewed results as one 
researcher or organization may make assumptions which can differ from another researcher, 
economic assumptions allow for metrics to be calculated and studied that otherwise would not be 
able to be easily researched. Following are all the modifications and assumptions I made when 
computing the GPI values for each location. 
 The first assumption made was for calculating the value of non-marketed household 
labor. The calculation for the value of household labor is: (ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠 𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐻𝐻 𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑜𝑟) ∗
(ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑤𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑑𝑠, 𝑐𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑒𝑟). The assumption was made that the amount of time men 
and women spend on household labor is uniform across all states. The American Time Use 
Survey (ATUS) conducted and published by the BLS is not broken down by state. They simply 
presented the averages for hours men and women spent on household labor per given day for the 
entirety of the country in 2015. Making the assumption that the average amount of time men and 
women spend on household labor across every single state is the same is incorrect. However, in 
the face of not having state level data these averages provided the best possible inputs available 
which allowed me to continue the calculation of GPI.    
The first major modification made when calculating GPI was omitting the variable “Loss 
of leisure time”. The reasoning behind why I had to omit this variable was due to the data 
available for estimated lost leisure hours. The variable is calculated by: (𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙) ∗
(𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑙𝑒𝑖𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠) ∗ (𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑤𝑎𝑔𝑒). Employment level and average 
hourly wage rate could easily be found on the BLS' databases, however, the estimated hours of 
lost leisure time were a harder variable to locate. To calculate the estimated loss of leisure time, 
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for their GPI study, Costanza et al., (2004) used the paper The Great America Time Squeeze by 
Laura Leete-Guy and Juliet B. Scholar published in 1992. This paper estimated the total amount 
of lost leisure time for the whole of the US in 1992. Costanza et al., (2004) then scaled this 
number down by the populations of the areas surveyed in their research (Vermont State, 
Chittenden County, the City of Burlington and the US). However, I opted to not do the same. 
This is because the paper they based their calculations off of is now 27 years old. In the past 27 
years, especially in the past decade the work environment has changed drastically. With the mass 
adoption of computers and automation in the service industry, and the continued outsourcing of 
the manufacturing economy, has caused the amount of leisure hours someone has today to be 
very different than what it was back when the paper was published. Leisure can no longer easily 
be measured by the amount of hours home relaxing. Particularly within the service industry, the 
increased ability to work from home/work remotely, has allowed for work and leisure to be done 
nearly simultaneously as the hours of working and consuming leisure have blended together, 
therefore, determining an exact amount of hours per either per day becomes increasingly more 
difficult.  Further justification for omitting the value of loss leisure time from my calculation is 
the monetary value of loss of leisure time was not too substantial in Costanza et al., (2004) 
therefore omitting it from my calculation would not sway the result by too large of an amount. 
The next modification made to the calculation came from the “Cost of Farmlands” 
variable. This variable is calculated by: (𝑢𝑟𝑏𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑧𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒) ∗
(𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑚𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑒) ∗ (𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑚𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑒).     
I was able to find the data needed for this calculation and calculated the cost of farmland for 
every state except, Alaska, Hawaii, and Washington D.C. I used the dataset “Cropland, Average 
Value per Acre - Region, State, and United States: 2011 - 2015” published in “Land Values 2015 
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Summary” created by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) in August of 2015. 
This dataset does not provide farmland values for Alaska, Hawaii, or Washington D.C. The 
assumptions made here is the majority of Alaska is too cold and the soil is too barren to produce 
crops at a large industrial level, similar, Hawaii is too mountainous to cultivate any crops, at a 
large industrial level, and Washington D.C. is a city, thus has no farmland. However, even with 
the omission of these states and city, it is still important to note that they all have some farmland, 
just not enough for the USDA to value them. The USDA omitted, small, local/family farms from 
their survey, however, they did not define what was determined to be a small farm. Small/local 
farms can provide a community with an invaluable good, especially in remote and rural areas 
where the nearest grocery store or supermarket may be many miles away. Therefore, when 
calculating GPI at a smaller level, such as a township or county, individual surveys should be 
conducted to count these farms. Since the GPI calculation calls for the cost of lost farmland and 
not the actual value that the farmland produces, a small community with a heavy reliance on a 
local farm for food could see the largest cost to the GPI be if this farm shuts down. However, in a 
larger, statewide calculation these small/local farms make overall little difference. Another 
important note that the USDA made in their report is that the average value per acre does not 
include American Indian Reservation land which includes millions of acres across the country. 
Because of this exclusion, the values calculated could be skewed, depending on how American 
Indian Reservation value their farmland, especially in states such as California and Oklahoma, 
which have some of the largest American Indian Reservation in the country.  
Another variable omitted from my calculation of GPI was the loss of wetlands due to the 
lack of state level data on the topic. Costanza et al. (2004) calculated the cost of the loss of 
wetlands with the calculation: (𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑤𝑒𝑡𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑠) ∗ (𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑒 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒) ∗
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(𝑖𝑛𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒). Finding the estimated loss of wetlands was were trouble arose. Searching 
environmental databases, a metric could not be found for the loss of wetlands per each state in 
2015. I reached out to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, inquiring about their 
‘National Wetland Inventory’ survey. I previously read publishing's by this office which tracks 
the trends of US wetlands. However, the response I got back stated “.... we do not have static 
annual averages counts by state....” When Costanza et al. (2004) conducted their research, they 
used state level surveys conducted in 1950 and 1970. Further looking into wetland surveys, I 
could not find consistent surveys across every state on their loss of wetlands, therefore I omitted 
this variable due to lack of data.  
When calculating the unemployment component, I deviated slightly from what Costanza 
et al., (2004) did. The authors used underemployment, calculated by: 
(𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑒𝑑 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑜𝑛𝑠) ∗
(𝑢𝑛𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑑 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑒𝑟) ∗ (𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑤𝑎𝑔𝑒). Instead of 
following this calculus, I opted to use U6 unemployment levels per state multiplied by the 
average wage in each state. The reasoning behind why underemployment was used instead of 
unemployment was not explored in their research. Unemployment represents some of the same 
inefficiencies’ society faces which detracts from the well-being that underemployment does. 
Because of this I decided to use U6 unemployment. Out of all of the unemployment metrics, U6 
provides the most comprehensive and complete number of those truly unemployed. U6 takes into 
account workers who are not working and actively looking for work (U3); workers who have 
become discouraged from further searching for employment or other marginally attached 
workers and therefore are no longer in the market (U5); and finally, workers who are part time, 
which takes into account aspects of underemployment (U6). Because this unemployment metric 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE WELL-BEING INCREASING AND DECREASING COMPONENTS OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY 
 
is the most in depth, using it to calculate GPI instead of only using underemployment, provides a 
more comprehensive GPI statistic which better represents the well-being of the population in 
terms of employment.     
The final variable omitted in my calculation of the GPI was the “Cost of Ozone 
Depletion”.  Costanza et al. (2004) calculated ozone depletion by: (𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑡𝑎 𝑜𝑧𝑜𝑛𝑒 𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑠) ∗
(𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑘𝑖𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚). To determine per capita ozone loss the researchers divided the amount of 
Trichlorofluoromethane (CFC-11) and Chlorofluorocarbon (CFC-12) produced by the 
populations at each location scale. I decided to omit this variable from my calculation because of 
the 1987 Montreal Protocol. The Montreal Protocol was an international treaty designed to stop 
the degradation of the earth’s ozone layer by banning practices and substances which degrade the 
ozone layer. Two of the main substances which were fully phased out by 1996 were both CFC-
11 and CFC-12. Because CFCs are no longer used today there is nothing that could be used to 
damage the ozone at such an extreme, therefore detracting nothing from GPI calculation. When 
Costanza et al., (2004) conducted their research, the majority of the time periods studied, 1950-
2000, CFCs were legal and widely used from the 1960s up until the year they were fully phased 
out of production. Some other modern calculations of GPI also omit this variable from their 
calculations.  
 To then calculate the GPI for each state I divided every calculated component into one of 
two categories, benefits, which add to well-being and therefore also add to the GPI or costs, 
which detracts from well-being and therefore also detracts from the GPI base. This again can be 
viewed in Table 2. The calculation for GPI base, which is just adjusted PCE can be seen below in 
Table 1 where the calculation of each component is described, and the database source is given. 
The calculation for GPI follows as the summation of all the benefits in Table 2 added to the GPI 
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base in Table 1 and the summation of all the costs in Table 2 subtracted from the combined GPI 
base plus all benefits. The GPI results from every US state and DC are presented in Table 5. 
Along with the standard GPI, the table presents GPI per capita, GDP, GDP per capita, Rank 
Move, and a GDP to GPI percent change value. An exact value for every beneficial value for 
each state can be seen in Data Set 1, while all the cost values for each state can be seen in Data 
Set 2 in the appendix at the end of the paper.    
 Along with providing the basis for which I designed my GPI calculation off of, Costanza 
et al., (2004), also provided a basis for which I could check my calculations. By following the 
methods laid out in Costanza et al., (2004) I calculated GPI for every state. Costanza et al., 
(2004) only calculated the GPI for Vermont up until the year 2000, 15 years before my 
calculations. I can use their 2000 Vermont GPI value, to get a basic sense of how accurate I was 
in calculating my GPIs. Again, I only based my GPI equation off of Costanza et al., (2004) and 
did not follow it exactly, making assumption and omitting variables which resulted in an overall 
different calculation. The average percentage increase for each decade’s GPI, calculate from 
1950 (year one Costanza et al., (2004) calculated) to 2000 was an increase of 22%. Vermont’s 
GPI per capita in 2000 was $17,887 and was $22,898 by 2015, resulting in a percentage increase 
of 28%. As the first percentage increase of 22% was calculated using GPI measurements every 
ten years for five decades and the second percentage increase was calculating using two GPI 
values, fifteen years apart, this can help account for the 6% difference between the two values. 
Apart from the year difference, as discussed earlier, assumptions were made and components 
were omitted from the Costanza et al., (2004) methodology which also allows for differences in 
the growth rates. Finally, major economic events have occurred between 2000 and 2015. 
Namely, the major recessions in 2008-2009 which saw Vermont’s GDP become stagnate for 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE WELL-BEING INCREASING AND DECREASING COMPONENTS OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY 
 
nearly two years. Other macro-economic effects that could have influenced the rates would 
include the 2001-2002 recession, as well as the increase of automation, larger emphasis on 
environmental degradation and the involvement in two expensive, decades' long wars, all which 
have major effects on GDP as well as GPI through increase/decrease in consumption, defensive 
expenditures, resource degradation, and other costs. Overall, because the growth rates are fairly 
similar, as well as having the ability to describe the slight discrepancy, provides me with the 




Using the data I aggregated to calculate GPI for each state, I was able to create graphs 
and charts allowing for a better visualization of the data. In Graph 1, each state is graphed along 
the x-axis while the values of GDP and GPI are graphed along the y-axis (Note: Graph 1 is 
broken up into two parts to get a better visualization of the smaller states). This graph compares 
the GPI to GDP for each location. Although, GPI does have some valuing adding components, 
such as, the value of volunteer work and housework, the service of roads/highways provide, and 
the service of household capital, all of these add miniscule positive value to GPI base compared 
to everything which acts as a cost to well-being and decrease GPI. Because of this, in every state, 
GPI is a fraction of what the state’s GDP is. Although all the state economies decreased when 
using GPI the size of the change varied greatly between states. The average decrease from GDP 
to GPI was 83% with a standard deviation of 11%. The lowest decrease was only 53%, in 
Vermont, while the largest decrease was in Louisiana at 120%. Louisiana was also the only state 
which had their GPI turn negative. Both Vermont and Louisiana will be explored later on to as 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE WELL-BEING INCREASING AND DECREASING COMPONENTS OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY 
 
why they deviated so far from the mean. Seen in Graph 2, the states are re-ranked in order of 
largest to smallest GPIs; nearly every state changed ranked position with the use of GPI. Out of 
the 51 observed locations, only the five states, California, Wyoming, Washington, Pennsylvania, 
and Illinois remained in the same ranked spot as they are in when using GDP, this is indicated 
graphically with a yellow bar. 
When calculating percent change from state GDP to GPI, Vermont decreased the least of 
any state. Vermont saw a decrease of 53% from GDP to GPI, compared to the national average 
of an 83% decrease (standard deviation 11%). Vermont being the state to decrease the least is not 
too surprising as Vermont is one of only a handful of state which uses GPI as one of their 
statewide accounting techniques and is at the forefront of research into GPI. Graph 4 presents the 
benefits and costs which Vermont experiences compared to those the rest of the nation 
experiences, as seen in the benefit section of Graph 3. By far, the largest benefit Vermont 
experiences is the benefits obtained through the value of household labor which accounted for 
70% of total Vermont benefit. This is an interesting departure from the US benefits where the 
services of household capital and value of volunteer work are the two largest components 
accounting for 36% and 41% respectively. For the US, the value of household labor only 
accounted for 20% of overall benefit. These discrepancies largely come from Vermont having an 
above average wage for maids and housekeepers, which is one of the two values used to 
calculate the value of household labor. As seen in Data Set 3, in the appendix of the paper, 
Vermont's per capita value of household labor is far above the national average, at $3,338 verse 
$796.49 respectively (standard deviation of  $867.87), indicating that Vermont get major value 
per citizen from this one benefit component. Although Vermont get a large benefit from the 
value of household labor, the benefits the state receives from both volunteer work and household 
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capital are also above average, however because the value of household labor is so high, it results 
in an overshadow of the other benefit components in the chart. Although Vermont has above 
average benefit adding components which nets the state a per capita total benefit of $39,206 
versus the national average of 30,562.33 with a standard deviation of $5,577.92, the state also 
experience large cost components bringing down their well-being. In term of these costs, 
Vermont had four costs which were only slightly above national average but still maintained a 
per capita total cost lower than national averages with per capita total cost of $16,307 verse a 
national average of $20,301.28 with a standard deviation of $4,368.24. The largest cost 
component for Vermont as seen in Graph 4 which makes Vermont really stand out from the rest 
of the states is the cost of nonrenewable resource depletion. This is calculated by: (oil 
consumption in barrels)*(estimated cost of replacing one barrel of oil with a barrel of ethanol). 
In 2015, this costed Vermont only $2,878,340,685 compared to the national average of 
$42,340,105,552 with a standard deviation of $47,586,711,248, indicating that this cost varies 
greatly from the mean, for each state. Calculating per capita numbers the per capita cost of 
nonrenewable resource depletion was $4,598 for Vermont compared to the national per capita 
average of $7,706, with a standard deviation of $3,692.38. Per capita values for each component 
can be viewed in Data Set 3 and Table 4. Vermont is an energy importer meaning it uses more 
energy than it produces. According to the US Energy Information Administration (EIA), 
Vermont only produces around 40% of the energy it consumes, importing the remainder from 
Canada or other states. Further, the electricity generated in Vermont is produced nearly entirely 
by renewables. And in 2015 Vermont created an integrated renewable energy standard (RES) 
which requires all retail stores to be powered using 75% renewables by 2035 (EIA, 2019). Since 
Vermont consumes most of its power from renewable sources, their cost of nonrenewable 
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resources remain low, while the majority of the other states consume their energy from 
nonrenewable increasing this cost component for everyone else (EIA, 2019). This is the main 
driver for why Vermont's economy moved up 10 spots from lowest GDP to the 40th position 
when using GPI.  
By far the state which fell the most when economic strength was measured in GPI was 
Louisiana. Louisiana fell 27 spots from the 25th largest economy in the US to the 51st spot 
placing the state as the weakest economy of all 50 states and DC. Louisiana was also the only 
state in this study in which GPI turned negative. The costs Louisiana faced outweighed the 
benefits plus the GPI base by nearly 1.5x. As seem Graph 5 and consistent with national 
averages, the cost of nonrenewable resources was the largest cost Louisiana faced, with this one 
component comprising 58% of all costs. The per capita cost of nonrenewable resources depletion 
was $20,020 compared to the national average of $7,706 with a standard deviation of $3,692.38. 
The reasoning for why Louisiana had such a high per capita cost, way above the national 
average, is due to their high dependence on oil, both as a source of energy and jobs. A large 
amount of the energy consumed in the state is produced via non-renewable resources, such as oil. 
Along with that Louisiana is also a major oil producer, ranking eighth in country in terms of 
barrels produced (EIA (2), 2018). Oil production is also one of the largest economic sectors in 
Louisiana with the state having one of the highest concentration of oil refineries in their southern 
region of and within their exclusive economic zone in the Gulf of Mexico (BEA, 2019). Because 
of this large economic and energy dependence on oil, one can assume the oil lobby in the state is 
strong and no politician would run on an anti-oil position. The total costs per capita which 
Louisiana faced was $34,396 verse the average per capita total cost of 20,301.28, with a standard 
deviation of $4,368.24. Although, the largest cost for Louisiana was the cost of nonrenewable 
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resources Louisiana also ranked above average for the majority of all other cost components and 
ranked well below average for every benefit component. The per capita benefits which Louisiana 
had equated to $24,473 verse the national average of $30,562.33, with a standard deviation of 
$5,577.92. Moreover, when looking at other statistics which rank well-being in a society, such as 
poverty rate, crime rates, infrastructure, healthcare, overall opportunity, fiscal stability, and 
education attainment levels, amongst many more Louisiana ranks at or near the bottom for every 
single metric (US News, 2018). Therefore, this provides further evidence that GPI is a good 
measure for which it intends to be. If all of these statistics, in which society holds to indicate how 
well off people are, are the lowest in the country, indicating that Louisiana is the worst state in 
the country to live in and GPI also indicates this, I believe that GPI then accomplishes what it 
sets out to measure.  
As with GDP, to get a real sense of how GPI effects an individual within a location a 
breakdown of GPI per capita is needed. As seen in Graph 6, each state is ranked in the order of 
their per capita GPI (Note: this graph is broken into two section to better visualize the smaller 
states). By summarizing my GPI result in per capita numbers, we get the answer to which state 
residents are truly the best and worse off. Not surprisingly, Louisiana had the lowest per capita 
GPI of state. As with their overall GPI, Louisiana's per capita GPI is negative, further suggesting 
that residents of Louisiana are so much worse off than any other resident in the US. Colorado is 
ranked as having the highest per capita GPI of any other state in the country, with a per capita 
GPI of $29,644.98, compared to the average per capita GPI of $10,261.05, with a standard 
deviation of $6,593.82. The per capita total benefit of Colorado was $47,388, compared to the 
average per capita total benefit of $30,562.33, with a standard deviation of $5,577.92. Every 
benefit component in Colorado, except for the per capita value of household labor came in above 
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the national averages. Colorado did have five cost components above national averages, 
however, their total per capita costs fell below national averages at $17,743, compared to the 
national average of $20,301.28, with a standard deviation of $4,368.24. Although, the state has 
high per capita benefits and has most of their per capita cost components, below national 
averages, the observed cost/benefit values are not too extreme to warrant the overall per capita 
GPI to be $19,383.93 over the mean. The main reason for why Colorado's per capita GPI is 
much larger than the national average is due to their GPI base. Recall, GPI base is PCE adjusted 
for income inequality. Colorado has the largest adjusted PCE at $45,296, compared to the 
national average of $28,592.70, with a standard deviation of $4,983.43. To account for income 
inequalities, the Gini Coefficient is used. Surprisingly, Colorado does not have an outstanding 
Gini, in fact the state scores lower at 0.4943 than the national average of 0.4659. Colorado does 
however, have the highest unadjusted PCE of any state at $59,604.23, compared to the average 
unadjusted PCE of $38,433.84, with a standard deviation of $6,587.01. Because of this 
extremely high unadjusted PCE it offsets Colorado's low Gini Coefficient and allows for the 
state to have the highest adjusted PCE, not because they have fewer inequalities, but rather they 
spend more. Again, recall adjusted PCE acts as the base of GPI, with all other components 
adding or subtracting from it. Since Colorado begins with the highest per capita base and because 
their benefits were above average and their costs were just around average is why Colorado has 
the highest GPI per capita. I believe this is a shortcoming of GPI. PCE is the total household 
expenditure on good and services and represents the 'C' component in the GDP equation. Though 
needing to account for consumption in an economy is vital for any metric which attempts to 
measure economic activity; for per capita consumption alone to have the ability to allow 
Colorado to have the highest per capita GPI, shows a flaw in the way metric calculates well-
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being. Since, PCE does not necessarily add or subtract benefit, having this one component 
determine Colorado is the best state in terms of well-being is flawed. Colorado is presented as 
being better off, simply due to them spending more per capita.  Further work could attempt to 
alleviate this overshadow effect of PCE. 
As discussed in the literature review portion of this paper, in the 1995 paper on the 
Threshold Hypothesis, Manfred Max-Neef claimed the US hit their threshold in the 1970s and 
from there well-being in the US fell flat, while the Gross National Product (GNP) (everything a 
country produces both foreign and domestic as supposed to just domestic production with GDP) 
continued to grow. To measure well-being, Max-Neef, used the Index of Sustainable Economic 
Welfare (ISEW) an alternative well-being indicator, similar to GPI. Max-Neef (1995) graphed a 
time series of the GNP and ISEW for the United States, United Kingdom, Germany, Austria, and 
the Netherlands from 1950 to 1990. Every country graphed showed ISEW and GNP growing, up 
until a year, which varies by country, where the ISEW curve flattens or steeply diverges from 
GNP, such is the case for the United Kingdom. If the Threshold Hypothesis is true, as it very 
well might be as we live in a time of increasing GDP but also increasing inequalities, pollution, 
and the generation of millennials are said to be the first generation in American history to have a 
worse quality of than their parents, then the focus of economic policy needs to shift (O’Conner, 
2018). Further GDP growth, past the threshold, will only benefit a select few, however it will be 
applauded under the guise of increasing well-being for all, while in actuality hurting the 
majority. An economy which has hit its threshold needs to shift their economic policies away 
from solely growing GDP to also growing the well-being of their residents. By using GPI as a 
main economic indicator, economies can progress in non-monetized ways which can help to 
increase the overall well-being of society, instead of just growing GDP.  
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VI. Conclusion 
GPI is a powerful tool which policymakers can employee to measure the benefits or costs 
produced by different types of economic activity. By providing a base framework for assigning 
monetary values to otherwise non-monetized activities such as the value of housework, volunteer 
work, noise pollution, and many others, GPI allows for a better indication of what adds and 
subtracts from the economic and social well-being of a society. As explored within the 
discussion, if we have truly hit our threshold then we can no longer have economic policy 
focused only on GDP expansion, as it will add no increases to well-being or could even decrease 
well-being. If policymakers focus on policy creation with the intent of increasing components of 
GPI and not just gross output then the dual benefit of both economic expansion and an increase 
in well-being can be achieved. However, the shortcomings presented in both the literature review 
as well as the overshadow effect of PCE need to be addressed so we do not fall into the same trap 
as with GDP, thinking it is the perfect metric. GPI should also not outright replace GDP but 
rather work in tandem with it as a supplement. Modern economies are incredibly complex, 
involving the interplay of millions or billions of individuals, hundreds of industries, micro-
economies such as on the town or county level, and even foreign countries. All of these entities 
come together to create a functioning, global, modern economy. To believe that one metric 
alone, let it be GDP or GPI, can be the main and accurate metric used to explain how well the 
economy is doing, is a false belief. GDP is an incredibly important metric and cannot or should 
not be outright replaced by GPI. GDP gauges the health of economies by providing the total 
monetary amount of all goods and services sold in the economy. It can easily show economic 
downturns and booms and is a simple way to compare countries on the monetary value they 
produce. It is also an incredibly useful tool for central banks and government to determine if they 
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need to increase or decrease growth through the use of monetary or fiscal policy. However, GDP 
is often falsely used as a measure of well-being with many assuming the higher the GDP is the 
better off the people are. And although this may be true in some circumstance, GDP was never 
intended to be a measure of well-being and because of this, GDP needs to work with and be 
supplemented by another metric to provide a fuller, more complete picture of the overall 
economy. Because GPI breaks economic activity down in such a way, it allows policymakers to 
better visualize which components they need to improve to increase well-being and the economic 
environment. However, just like GDP should not solely be used, neither should GPI. If a state 
such as Louisiana sees that their largest cost to GPI is the cost of nonrenewable resources they 
may believe that decreasing this cost could overall help their economy, however, since the 
Louisiana state economy is fairly oil dependent, by trying to lower this costs it could also 
significantly reduce their employment leading to a plethora of other GPI costs to go up resulting 
in a worse GDP and GPI. GDP provides the total production of an economy, while GPI provides 
a better picture of economic well-being. Therefore, it is a balancing act, using both GDP and GPI 
in tandem to give a full picture of the economy and help to guide economic policies. 








(per capita personal income)*(personal consumption expenditure: personal income) Bureau of Labor Statistics 
Income distribution ((Gini coefficient)*(100))/(Gini coe.in 1970)* Census Bureau  
Adjusted Personal 
consumption  
(personal consumption expenditure)/(income distribution) BEA & Census Bureau  
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Table 2.     
Benefits Costs Calculation  Database Source 
Value of 
household labor  
 
N/A (hours spent HH labor) *(hourly wage for maids, cleaner) Bureau of Labor Statistics 
Value of volunteer 
work  
N/A (volunteer hours)*(average hourly wage) Corporation for National and Community Service 
 
Service of 
household capital  
 
N/A (cost consumer durables)*(depreciation rate of 12.5%)* Bureau of Economic Analysis 
Service of highway 
and streets  
 
N/A (total expenditure for streets & highways)*(7.5% annual value)** Brooking Institute/ Tax Policy Center 
N/A Cost of consumer durables (Per. capita pers.inc.)*(consumer durables: personal income) Bureau of Economic Analysis  
N/A 
 
Unemployment (U6)*(average hourly wage) Bureau of Labor Statistics 
N/A 
 
Cost of Commuting (PCE motor vehicles and parts) Bureau of Economic Analysis  
N/A 
 
Deforestation (change in forest cover)*(estimated value for temperate and boreal forest ) Global Forest Watch 




Cost of divorce (# divorce)*(8,922) Census Bureau 
N/A 
 
Cost of crime (out of pocket expense of stolen property) Federal Bureau of Investigation  
N/A Cost of Long-term 
environmental damage 
 
(oil consumption in barrels) * ( per barrel oil tax) US Energy Information Administration & 
Department of Energy  
N/A 
 
Cost of car crashes  (Direct costs including healthcare exp.) National Safety Council  
N/A Depletion of nonrenewable  
 
(oil consumption in barrels)*(est. cost of replacing one barrel of oil with 
ethanol) 
Department of Energy 
N/A Cost of noise pollution  (WHO noise pollution damage estimate)*(urbanization estimate) World Health Organization & Iowa State 
University & Census Bureau  
 
N/A Cost of personal pollution 
abatement  
(cost of catalytic converter)*(# of cars and trucks) Environmental Protection Agency  
*Depreciation rate estimate based on fixed rate of 8 years; **7.5% Assumes that 10% of net stick is the annual value and 75% of the all miles driven are for pleasure
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Table 5.        
State  GPI GPI Per Capita GDP GDP Per Capita  Rank Move GDP to GPI 
Percent Change 
Alabama  $13,672,095,201 $2,813.78  $200,317,500,000 $41,226.25 -14 -93% 
Alaska  $5,625,761,957 $7,618.52  $50,636,100,000 $68,572.46 -1 -89% 
Arizona  $59,548,838,367 $8,721.19  $297,116,400,000 $43,514.00 2 -80% 
Arkansas  $12,848,860,891 $4,314.30  $118,435,800,000 $39,767.52 7 -89% 
California  $472,944,456,231 $12,081.92  $2,557,131,900,000 $65,324.92 No move -82% 
Connecticut  $28,257,583,721 $5,178.63  $317,977,900,000 $58,274.28 -9 -59% 
Colorado  $106,451,743,717 $29,644.98  $259,776,000,000 $72,343.15 12 -91% 
Delaware  $10,524,802,439 $11,126.36  $70,917,700,000 $74,971.09 -2 -85% 
District of Columbia  $14,879,337,856 $22,134.36  $125,434,600,000 $186,595.32 -4 -88% 
Florida  $206,576,703,635 $10,190.61  $895,004,200,000 $44,151.36 1 -77% 
Georgia  $67,225,620,303 $6,581.16  $513,100,500,000 $50,230.79 -8 -87% 
Hawaii  $29,690,636,936 $20,739.43  $82,739,900,000 $57,795.28 13 -64% 
Idaho  $14,658,441,331 $8,857.44  $66,273,600,000 $40,046.17 4 -78% 
Illinois  $135,383,966,203 $10,527.53  $791,625,900,000 $61,557.25 No move -83% 
Indiana  $37,789,012,455 $5,708.59  $330,026,500,000 $49,855.36 -7 -89% 
Iowa  $19,213,491,765 $6,150.48  $177,875,400,000 $56,940.19 -2 -89% 
Kansas  $24,135,975,525 $8,289.48  $151,679,900,000 $52,094.30 1 -84% 
Kentucky  $16,604,585,799 $3,752.37  $191,916,400,000 $43,370.04 -7 -91% 
Louisiana  -$46,348,821,600 ($9,923.26) $234,440,900,000 $50,193.70 -27 -120% 
Maine  $19,848,974,281 $14,931.59  $57,515,100,000 $43,266.30 15 -65% 
Maryland  $93,912,266,974 $15,635.36  $367,276,700,000 $61,147.55 2 -74% 
Massachusetts  $118,211,389,542 $17,398.30  $502,816,900,000 $74,004.37 4 -76% 
Michigan  $103,395,798,424 $10,420.26  $473,729,600,000 $47,742.60 1 -78% 
Minnesota  $75,017,086,540 $13,665.33  $328,455,000,000 $59,832.29 2 -77% 
Mississippi  $5,877,186,079 $1,964.08  $105,706,700,000 $35,325.85 -10 -94% 
Missouri  $65,791,335,635 $10,814.41  $294,750,300,000 $48,449.41 4 -78% 
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State  GPI GPI Per Capita GDP GDP Per Capita  Rank Move  GDP to GPI 
Percent Change 
Montana  $10,180,425,700  $9,855.69  $46,100,700,000 $44,630.18 5 -78% 
Nebraska  $17,347,911,877  $9,148.83  $115,269,600,000 $60,790.11 2 -85% 
Nevada  $37,456,911,638  $12,957.08  $144,378,900,000 $49,943.49 9 -74% 
New Hampshire  $29,100,531,196  $21,870.10  $75,892,900,000 $57,036.26 13 -62% 
New Jersey  $141,424,817,749  $15,787.52  $569,391,300,000 $63,562.23 4 -75% 
New Mexico  $14,972,450,748  $7,180.66  $90,849,400,000 $43,570.58 1 -84% 
New York  $345,919,723,525  $17,474.41  $1,488,200,700,000 $75,177.65 1 -77% 
North Carolina  $56,668,193,563  $5,642.67  $503,467,300,000 $50,132.15 -10 -89% 
North Dakota  $4,514,006,607  $5,963.60  $54,932,700,000 $72,573.31 -3 -92% 
Ohio  $108,402,280,824  $9,334.22  $609,633,900,000 $52,493.90 -3 -82% 
Oklahoma  $18,123,138,520  $4,633.49  $185,460,500,000 $47,416.13 -3 -90% 
Oregon  $51,369,280,159  $12,749.96  $203,173,300,000 $50,428.01 5 -75% 
Pennsylvania  $128,855,542,784  $10,064.87  $710,040,500,000 $55,461.07 No move -82% 
Rhode Island  $16,174,905,186  $15,312.82  $56,843,800,000 $53,814.17 9 -72% 
South Carolina  $25,611,579,914  $5,230.97  $203,920,500,000 $41,649.19 -4 -87% 
South Dakota  $9,722,992,763  $11,325.97  $47,778,200,000 $55,655.13 3 -80% 
Tennessee  $33,165,483,453  $5,024.85  $322,893,100,000 $48,920.98 -7 -90% 
Texas  $110,576,105,535  $4,025.47  $1,568,641,900,000 $57,105.66 -7 -93% 
Utah  $38,270,215,750  $12,774.12  $149,576,700,000 $49,926.82 10 -74% 
Vermont  $14,335,513,388  $22,898.64  $30,672,900,000 $48,994.96 10 -53% 
Virginia  $116,638,370,211  $13,913.69  $484,690,500,000 $57,818.31 4 -76% 
Washington  $91,756,879,578  $12,796.71  $469,944,000,000 $65,539.89 No move -80% 
West Virginia  $7,057,523,629  $3,827.02  $70,413,600,000 $38,182.60 -4 -90% 
Wisconsin  $69,339,349,913  $12,014.43  $304,763,900,000 $52,806.46 4 -77% 
Wyoming $1,270,990,413  $2,168.53  $37,764,100,000 $64,432.09 No move -97% 
       













































































































































































































































































































































State GDP to GPI (part 2.)
GDP GPI
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State GPI (part 2.)







Cost of Consumer Durables Unemployment
Cost of Commuting Cost of Forest
Cost of Farmland Cost of Divorce
Cost of Crime Cost Long-Term Environmental Damage
Cost of Car Crashes Cost of Nonrenewable Resource Depletion
Cost of Noise Pollution Cost of Personal Pollution Abatement
Total US Benefits 
Value of Household Labor
Value of Volunteer Work
Services of Household Capital
Service of Highway and Streets








Cost of Consumer Durables Unemployment
Cost of Commuting Cost of Forest
Cost of Farmland Cost of Divorce
Cost of Crime Cost Long-Term Environmental Damage
Cost of Car Crashes Cost of Nonrenewable Resource Depletion
Cost of Noise Pollution Cost of Personal Pollution Abatement
Vermont Benefits
Value of Household Labor
Value of Volunteer Work
Services of Household Capital
Service of Highway and Streets
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Cost of Consumer Durables Unemployment
Cost of Commuting Cost of Forest
Cost of Farmland Cost of Divorce
Cost of Crime Cost Long-Term Environmental Damage
Cost of Car Crashes Cost of Nonrenewable Resource Depletion
Cost of Noise Pollution Cost of Personal Pollution Abatement
Louisana Benefits
Value of Household Labor
Value of Volunteer Work
Services of Household Capital
Service of Highway and Streets




























































































































































































State GPI Per Capita (part 2.)
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Total Benefits  
Alabama  $108,665,625,000.00 $1,508,837,000 $2,300,000,000 $2,163,587,500.00 $178,275,000 $114,816,324,500.00 
Alaska  $27,334,081,584.53 $2,119,117,000 $473,000,000 $383,775,000.00 $118,950,000 $30,428,923,584.53 
Arizona  $164,335,916,880.89 $1,680,679,000 $4,500,000,000 $3,225,775,000.00 $163,500,000 $173,905,870,880.89 
Arkansas  $66,784,224,338.62 $1,481,535,000 $1,140,000,000 $1,384,350,000.00 $127,050,000 $70,917,159,338.62 
California  $1,130,119,478,010.69 $2,142,404,000 $21,500,000,000 $20,145,937,500.00 $1,240,425,000 $1,175,148,244,510.69 
Connecticut  $120,708,011,329.15 $2,009,106,000 $2,200,000,000 $2,824,862,500.00 $142,200,000 $127,884,179,829.15 
Colorado  $162,651,157,478.59 $1,796,311,000 $3,500,000,000 $2,009,837,500.00 $208,575,000 $170,165,880,978.59 
Delaware  $27,501,642,070.26 $1,771,418,000 $628,000,000 $570,037,500.00 $48,375,000 $30,519,472,570.26 
Washington D.C.  $25,497,598,939.59 $1,881,429,000 $502,000,000 $364,050,000.00 $35,250,000 $28,280,327,939.59 
Florida  $543,395,171,846.06 $1,685,497,000 $10,500,000,000 $11,595,600,000.00 $714,075,000 $567,890,343,846.06 
Georgia  $240,229,304,347.83 $1,532,927,000 $4,900,000,000 $4,873,112,500.00 $245,700,000 $251,781,043,847.83 
Hawaii  $46,690,195,286.20 $2,815,318,000 $651,500,000 $762,462,500.00 $62,925,000 $50,982,400,786.20 
Idaho  $41,446,596,694.95 $1,704,769,000 $1,100,000,000 $858,387,500.00 $66,375,000 $45,176,128,194.95 
Illinois  $368,301,129,099.21 $1,952,093,000 $7,300,000,000 $6,505,887,500.00 $717,750,000 $384,776,859,599.21 
Indiana  $171,865,132,310.43 $1,620,454,000 $3,100,000,000 $2,979,687,500.00 $203,250,000 $179,768,523,810.43 
Iowa  $87,232,910,294.45 $1,720,829,000 $1,950,000,000 $1,628,087,500.00 $195,675,000 $92,727,501,794.45 
Kansas  $76,392,134,831.46 $1,569,865,000 $1,800,000,000 $1,448,075,000.00 $142,650,000 $81,352,724,831.46 
Kentucky  $101,555,050,167.22 $1,589,940,000 $1,700,000,000 $1,904,237,500.00 $224,025,000 $106,973,252,667.22 
Louisiana  $108,194,585,612.97 $1,508,837,000 $2,100,000,000 $2,333,375,000.00 $170,100,000 $114,306,897,612.97 
Maine  $41,502,417,145.38 $1,690,315,000 $934,000,000 $732,112,500.00 $70,500,000 $44,929,344,645.38 
Maryland  $193,208,538,631.35 $1,881,429,000 $3,900,000,000 $3,171,450,000.00 $257,400,000 $202,418,817,631.35 
Massachusetts  $241,239,958,771.39 $2,241,976,000 $3,600,000,000 $4,199,487,500.00 $278,100,000 $251,559,522,271.39 
Michigan  $269,575,555,555.56 $1,769,009,000 $4,800,000,000 $4,693,525,000.00 $273,900,000 $281,111,989,555.56 
Minnesota  $176,264,627,989.37 $1,855,733,000 $3,300,000,000 $3,314,750,000.00 $332,400,000 $185,067,510,989.37 
Mississippi  $61,451,478,079.33 $1,458,248,000 $1,300,000,000 $1,183,300,000.00 $120,600,000 $65,513,626,079.33 
Missouri  $165,756,327,414.47 $1,650,165,000 $2,900,000,000 $2,900,587,500.00 $183,450,000 $173,390,529,914.47 
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Total Benefits  
Montana  $29,982,855,254.46 $1,747,328,000 $697,000,000 $712,812,500.00 $72,375,000 $33,212,370,754.46 
Nebraska  $56,078,633,568.66 $1,670,240,000 $1,300,000,000 $1,081,800,000.00 $105,450,000 $60,236,123,568.66 
Nevada  $82,613,321,754.23 $2,366,441,000 $1,300,000,000 $1,518,412,500.00 $105,975,000 $87,904,150,254.23 
New Hampshire  $49,767,674,418.60 $1,757,767,000 $960,000,000 $774,162,500.00 $56,400,000 $53,316,003,918.60 
New Jersey  $305,141,831,455.99 $1,944,866,000 $5,100,000,000 $5,254,087,500.00 $343,125,000 $317,783,909,955.99 
New Mexico  $49,870,075,376.88 $1,550,593,000 $1,300,000,000 $971,625,000.00 $100,500,000 $53,792,793,376.88 
New York  $604,987,407,407.41 $2,537,480,000 $14,600,000,000 $8,343,587,500.00 $841,125,000 $631,309,599,907.41 
North Carolina  $232,701,163,132.48 $1,599,576,000 $5,500,000,000 $4,923,212,500.00 $305,175,000 $245,029,126,632.48 
North Dakota  $26,529,203,695.56 $1,890,262,000 $400,000,000 $619,987,500.00 $126,525,000 $29,565,978,195.56 
Ohio  $321,800,124,946.14 $1,695,936,000 $6,000,000,000 $5,398,712,500.00 $443,850,000 $335,338,623,446.14 
Oklahoma  $91,922,498,926.58 $1,543,366,000 $2,600,000,000 $1,915,800,000.00 $192,825,000 $98,174,489,926.58 
Oregon  $115,135,210,102.33 $1,921,579,000 $2,700,000,000 $2,077,900,000.00 $134,925,000 $121,969,614,102.33 
Pennsylvania  $372,920,205,149.68 $1,780,251,000 $7,700,000,000 $6,315,787,500.00 $694,500,000 $389,410,743,649.68 
Rhode Island  $31,628,005,082.59 $2,114,299,000 $431,000,000 $434,237,500.00 $32,175,000 $34,639,716,582.59 
South Carolina  $112,479,224,191.87 $1,548,987,000 $3,100,000,000 $2,158,262,500.00 $122,100,000 $119,408,573,691.87 
South Dakota  $26,131,942,959.00 $1,654,180,000 $630,000,000 $546,200,000.00 $69,375,000 $29,031,697,959.00 
Tennessee  $153,662,890,916.63 $1,581,107,000 $3,500,000,000 $3,094,087,500.00 $168,525,000 $162,006,610,416.63 
Texas  $702,814,942,480.65 $1,571,471,000 $12,700,000,000 $14,697,862,500.00 $952,050,000 $732,736,325,980.65 
Utah  $80,760,085,207.10 $1,658,998,000 $3,800,000,000 $1,589,475,000.00 $89,400,000 $87,897,958,207.10 
Vermont  $21,669,922,651.93 $2,021,151,000 $451,000,000 $346,712,500.00 $55,875,000 $24,544,661,151.93 
Virginia  $253,276,589,644.84 $1,704,769,000 $6,100,000,000 $4,298,950,000.00 $320,400,000 $265,700,708,644.84 
Washington  $223,505,682,964.26 $1,968,153,000 $5,000,000,000 $4,077,250,000.00 $305,250,000 $234,856,335,964.26 
West Virginia  $44,270,426,803.24 $1,619,651,000 $999,000,000 $775,550,000.00 $86,100,000 $47,750,727,803.24 
Wisconsin  $169,343,259,458.25 $1,700,754,000 $4,600,000,000 $2,935,537,500.00 $324,375,000 $178,903,925,958.25 
Wyoming $18,443,735,552.47 $1,714,405,000 $413,000,000 $302,437,500.00 $54,675,000 $20,928,253,052.47 
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Data Set 2. (Part 1.)  
State Cost of Consumer 
Durables  
Unemployment Cost of 
Commuting 
Cost of Farmland 
Alabama  $17,308,700,000 $14,955,222,897.73 $7,375,500,000 $3,858,974,315.74 
Alaska  $3,070,200,000 $3,609,132,684.92 $858,300,000 - 
Arizona  $25,806,200,000 $26,539,694,488.74 $9,770,900,000 $5,536,917,502.76 
Arkansas  $11,074,800,000 $7,296,431,829.29 $4,616,300,000 $2,215,945,385.62 
California  $161,167,500,000 $174,159,142,826.16 $51,407,300,000 $40,803,622,104.00 
Connecticut  $22,598,900,000 $15,113,021,947.81 $7,235,400,000 $13,309,480,055.18 
Colorado  $16,078,700,000 $14,656,051,704.76 $5,301,200,000 $1,456,899,806.30 
Delaware  $4,560,300,000 $2,951,609,211.41 $1,758,800,000 $2,239,850,974.52 
Washington D.C.  $2,912,400,000 $4,258,180,719.31 $937,800,000 - 
Florida  $92,764,800,000 $65,474,841,262.70 $33,410,800,000 $26,465,326,969.27 
Georgia  $38,984,900,000 $33,340,061,015.17 $14,939,500,000 $10,487,449,031.99 
Hawaii  $6,099,700,000 $4,758,426,015.42 $1,739,800,000 - 
Idaho  $6,867,100,000 $3,997,363,962.15 $2,560,600,000 $818,073,301.99 
Illinois  $52,047,100,000 $45,935,562,636.13 $18,444,700,000 $19,296,127,356.30 
Indiana  $23,837,500,000 $17,242,363,242.00 $8,875,000,000 $11,848,417,216.58 
Iowa  $13,024,700,000 $6,511,712,484.88 $5,272,100,000 $5,022,006,703.86 
Kansas  $11,584,600,000 $7,045,926,467.46 $4,217,100,000 $1,292,490,838.05 
Kentucky  $15,233,900,000 $12,955,564,342.03 $5,956,800,000 $3,016,031,576.96 
Louisiana  $18,667,000,000 $14,247,446,316.52 $8,034,400,000 $3,637,026,471.99 
Maine  $5,856,900,000 $3,946,630,440.39 $2,231,900,000 $481,856,812.02 
Maryland  $25,371,600,000 $20,573,667,924.11 $9,541,100,000 $9,161,489,124.89 
Massachusetts  $33,595,900,000 $26,351,449,934.64 $10,270,600,000 $20,121,599,742.11 
Michigan  $37,548,200,000 $34,893,223,519.51 $11,757,100,000 $11,539,813,088.54 
Minnesota  $26,518,000,000 $15,456,993,612.36 $8,129,000,000 $5,247,451,277.23 
Mississippi  $9,466,400,000 $8,866,644,571.75 $3,954,900,000 $1,766,936,260.49 
Missouri  $23,204,700,000 $16,586,031,658.43 $9,378,100,000 $4,505,319,074.42 
Montana  $5,702,500,000 $2,607,749,474.56 $1,894,500,000 $173,475,603.66 
Nebraska  $8,654,400,000 $3,794,491,957.46 $3,652,600,000 $1,049,845,990.09 
Nevada  $12,147,300,000 $11,872,711,429.12 $4,040,100,000 $587,368,744.68 
New Hampshire  $6,193,300,000 $3,488,364,512.26 $2,288,300,000 $1,811,509,290.29 
New Jersey  $42,032,700,000 $33,466,850,628.23 $14,235,800,000 $24,507,574,636.43 
New Mexico  $7,773,000,000 $7,402,351,549.42 $3,022,100,000 $274,738,294.96 
New York  $66,748,700,000 $76,836,178,186.37 $20,256,200,000 $7,915,210,358.37 
North Carolina  $39,385,700,000 $32,964,859,144.08 $15,375,700,000 $13,886,689,502.60 
North Dakota  $4,959,900,000 $1,345,377,332.16 $1,884,000,000 $235,232,541.59 
Ohio  $43,189,700,000 $35,910,496,912.38 $16,839,000,000 $16,580,051,652.10 
Oklahoma  $15,326,400,000 $8,877,588,891.16 $6,885,400,000 $1,480,873,771.59 
Oregon  $16,623,200,000 $15,330,112,522.41 $5,038,400,000 $1,523,551,077.98 
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Data Set 2.  (Part 1. Continued)    
State  Cost of Consumer 
Durables  
Unemployment  Cost of 
Commuting  
Cost of Farmland 
Pennsylvania  $50,526,300,000 $43,012,520,807.61 $18,944,100,000 $16,878,772,978.71 
Rhode Island  $3,473,900,000 $4,096,270,195.32 $1,233,000,000 $3,559,642,452.83 
South Carolina  $17,266,100,000 $15,358,599,452.59 $6,728,400,000 $4,789,702,244.47 
South Dakota  $4,369,600,000 $1,463,143,289.57 $1,736,300,000 $353,297,691.21 
Tennessee  $24,752,700,000 $19,835,493,061.24 $10,061,300,000 $7,008,581,278.77 
Texas  $117,582,900,000 $70,107,887,984.40 $51,667,600,000 $11,260,937,758.73 
Utah  $12,715,800,000 $6,735,027,387.55 $4,515,200,000 $1,258,985,733.23 
Vermont  $2,773,700,000 $1,666,740,201.68 $1,140,900,000 $333,431,054.66 
Virginia  $34,391,600,000 $27,477,972,629.35 $12,689,800,000 $7,533,619,342.24 
Washington  $32,618,000,000 $29,316,996,102.24 $9,451,100,000 $4,192,413,865.47 
West Virginia  $6,204,400,000 $6,023,443,493.63 $2,677,700,000 $1,091,091,623.45 
Wisconsin  $23,484,300,000 $14,870,166,569.19 $8,620,600,000 $5,798,418,037.42 
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Data Set 2. (Part 2.) 
State  Cost of Divorce Cost of Crime Cost Long-Term 
Environmental 
Damage  
Cost of Car 
Crashes 
Alabama  $1,904,338,446.00 $1,395,699,704.00 $6,270,480,169.45 $3,978,000,000.00 
Alaska  $288,760,530.00 $204,271,764.00 $860,893,079.52 $304,200,000.00 
Arizona  $2,533,401,900.00 $1,964,832,858.00 $4,977,726,727.68 $4,197,960,000.00 
Arkansas  $1,246,492,620.00 $880,940,364.00 $4,140,133,999.07 $2,574,000,000.00 
California  $10,914,880,374.00 $11,292,966,756.00 $59,637,095,529.38 $15,851,160,000.00 
Connecticut  $1,942,631,670.00 $657,329,154.00 $3,266,579,222.48 $2,559,960,000.00 
Colorado  $1,134,798,102.00 $1,343,333,054.00 $5,795,324,033.05 $1,263,600,000.00 
Delaware  $325,251,510.00 $254,602,300.00 $1,124,788,242.36 $613,080,000.00 
Washington D.C.  $192,581,370.00 $412,717,250.00 $722,800,386.83 $107,640,000.00 
Florida  $8,032,271,394.00 $5,537,234,630.00 $21,356,832,090.84 $13,749,840,000.00 
Georgia  $3,328,923,108.00 $3,085,195,342.00 $9,766,132,699.57 $6,701,760,000.00 
Hawaii  $428,898,384.00 $495,851,044.00 $868,034,348.81 $435,240,000.00 
Idaho  $616,073,022.00 $243,465,792.00 $2,441,539,360.31 $1,010,880,000.00 
Illinois  $3,851,475,726.00 $2,701,190,226.00 $14,155,024,983.00 $4,670,640,000.00 
Indiana  $2,638,752,876.00 $1,713,492,478.00 $9,057,787,993.23 $3,823,560,000.00 
Iowa  $1,112,965,968.00 $571,160,458.00 $6,053,809,122.73 $1,497,600,000.00 
Kansas  $1,047,282,204.00 $731,760,656.00 $4,936,131,492.06 $1,661,400,000.00 
Kentucky  $1,886,672,886.00 $942,183,818.00 $8,448,173,224.59 $3,561,480,000.00 
Louisiana  $1,716,557,112.00 $1,515,649,886.00 $15,192,198,363.67 $3,519,360,000.00 
Maine  $620,980,122.00 $204,621,818.00 $2,097,666,575.39 $730,080,000.00 
Maryland  $1,729,886,580.00 $1,569,988,382.00 $7,409,102,284.14 $2,433,600,000.00 
Massachusetts  $1,893,364,386.00 $1,157,741,284.00 $6,139,178,269.02 $1,614,600,000.00 
Michigan  $3,693,672,312.00 $1,882,981,714.00 $9,407,148,579.22 $4,525,560,000.00 
Minnesota  $1,715,664,912.00 $1,135,574,496.00 $9,248,136,075.91 $1,923,480,000.00 
Mississippi  $1,102,000,830.00 $799,396,090.00 $3,877,972,293.86 $3,168,360,000.00 
Missouri  $2,374,590,300.00 $1,719,085,988.00 $5,535,985,515.32 $4,071,600,000.00 
Montana  $434,760,138.00 $229,071,160.00 $1,909,090,162.63 $1,048,320,000.00 
Nebraska  $616,768,938.00 $390,024,520.00 $4,118,502,386.14 $1,151,280,000.00 
Nevada  $1,308,259,626.00 $958,594,778.00 $2,864,154,104.23 $1,525,680,000.00 
New Hampshire  $517,868,568.00 $200,499,886.00 $1,456,513,627.85 $533,520,000.00 
New Jersey  $2,126,817,438.00 $1,608,061,374.00 $5,779,321,348.86 $2,625,480,000.00 
New Mexico  $838,578,780.00 $761,519,656.00 $2,269,242,614.04 $1,394,640,000.00 
New York  $5,003,118,564.00 $3,496,351,816.00 $17,020,193,522.75 $5,316,480,000.00 
North Carolina  $3,188,651,424.00 $2,640,895,992.00 $17,141,379,785.99 $6,453,720,000.00 
North Dakota  $237,940,818.00 $139,669,290.00 $2,433,569,500.24 $613,080,000.00 
Ohio  $4,463,257,266.00 $2,981,864,090.00 $18,568,539,156.08 $5,194,800,000.00 
Oklahoma  $1,640,336,466.00 $1,083,399,322.00 $4,994,712,824.46 $3,018,600,000.00 
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Data Set 2. (Part 2. Continued)    
State  Cost of Divorce Cost of Crime Cost Long-Term 
Environmental 
Damage  
Cost of Car 
Crashes 
Oregon  $1,642,415,292.00 $1,059,513,036.00 $5,203,722,673.57 $2,087,280,000.00 
Pennsylvania  $3,878,438,010.00 $2,393,671,050.00 $34,240,003,015.64 $5,616,000,000.00 
Rhode Island  $352,285,170.00 $186,729,182.00 $1,105,129,735.74 $210,600,000.00 
South Carolina  $1,613,713,218.00 $1,500,492,520.00 $4,919,416,620.09 $4,581,720,000.00 
South Dakota  $308,183,724.00 $144,240,400.00 $1,651,566,515.37 $627,120,000.00 
Tennessee  $2,620,632,294.00 $1,905,092,394.00 $8,472,699,746.53 $4,502,160,000.00 
Texas  $8,550,273,792.00 $7,782,115,456.00 $46,710,750,537.11 $16,763,760,000.00 
Utah  $781,353,072.00 $786,332,772.00 $3,517,045,507.20 $1,301,040,000.00 
Vermont  $257,506,764.00 $73,533,854.00 $742,700,175.08 $266,760,000.00 
Virginia  $2,523,543,090.00 $1,414,452,630.00 $6,776,322,807.87 $3,528,720,000.00 
Washington  $2,641,019,064.00 $2,328,952,376.00 $13,707,502,011.65 $2,578,680,000.00 
West Virginia  $840,336,414.00 $338,375,124.00 $4,815,943,499.33 $1,254,240,000.00 
Wisconsin  $2,034,653,178.00 $1,162,949,676.00 $10,568,929,749.51 $2,648,880,000.00 
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Alabama  $8,625,800 $43,161,805,166.36 $527,957,800  $398,925,000  $101,144,229,299 
Alaska  $9,649,200 $13,333,081,569.09 $77,972,800  $2,186,700,000  $24,803,161,628 
Arizona  $13,128,760 $32,460,017,976.79 $544,846,000  $11,406,300  $114,357,032,514 
Arkansas  $8,216,440 $23,530,394,609.39 $266,859,700  $217,783,500  $58,068,298,447 
California  $13,889,000 $173,859,673,790.37 $2,850,110,900  $246,447,000  $702,203,788,280 
Connecticut  $12,865,600 $32,638,211,258.84 $274,250,800  $17,966,400  $99,626,596,108 
Colorado  $12,602,440 $16,189,166,626.60 $480,130,000  $2,331,495  $63,714,137,262 
Delaware  $12,178,460 $6,059,185,357.76 $93,177,200  $1,846,875  $19,994,670,131 
Washington D.C.  $14,620,000 $3,810,849,699.09 $31,394,600  $6,058  $13,400,990,083 
Florida  $13,333,440 $92,748,387,523.83 $1,547,212,900  $212,760,000  $361,313,640,211 
Georgia  $10,979,620 $62,695,535,827.80 $789,466,900  $425,520,000  $184,555,423,545 
Hawaii  $13,435,780 $6,326,438,577.52 $120,561,600  $ 5,378,100  $21,291,763,850 
Idaho  $10,321,720 $11,634,874,105.46 $178,510,600  $38,885,000  $30,517,686,864 
Illinois  $12,938,700 $87,254,109,223.55 $1,021,427,100  $2,597,445  $249,392,893,396 
Indiana  $10,584,880 $62,347,774,020.06 $579,993,900  $4,284,750  $141,979,511,356 
Iowa  $9,356,800 $34,093,952,286.63 $343,786,300  $859,905  $73,514,010,029 
Kansas  $10,848,040 $24,434,146,698.61 $253,461,300  $1,601,610  $57,216,749,306 
Kentucky  $8,538,080 $37,924,951,540.82 $403,048,400  $31,323,000  $90,368,666,868 
Louisiana  $10,701,840 $93,507,867,722.74 $375,839,500  $231,672,000  $160,655,719,213 
Maine  $5,657,940 $8,663,362,956.34 $104,488,200  $136,225,500  $25,080,370,364 
Maryland  $12,748,640 $30,296,626,171.78 $399,560,900  $7,180,650  $108,506,550,657 
Massachusetts  $13,450,400 $31,693,507,813.81 $488,998,800  $7,742,100  $133,348,132,730 
Michigan  $10,906,520 $61,344,510,998.16 $802,799,400  $310,275,000  $177,716,191,131 
Minnesota  $10,716,460 $40,064,477,615.56 $501,346,500  $99,583,500  $110,050,424,449 
Mississippi  $7,222,280 $26,113,085,174.41 $203,247,500  $310,275,000  $59,636,440,001 
Missouri  $10,292,480 $39,647,896,262.88 $538,938,900  $26,654,100  $107,599,194,279 
Montana  $8,172,580 $8,760,602,635.18 $144,321,300  $119,382,000  $23,031,945,054 
Nebraska  $10,687,220 $19,255,941,344.99 $192,141,600  $1,527,735  $42,888,211,692 
Nevada  $13,772,040 $14,904,187,043.86 $223,840,200  $1,270,650  $50,447,238,616 
New Hampshire  $8,815,860 $7,572,892,928.67 $121,932,400  $21,955,650  $24,215,472,723 
New Jersey  $13,845,140 $49,383,304,491.29 $576,175,300  $3,161,850  $176,359,092,207 
New Mexico  $11,315,880 $14,891,904,654.63 $175,395,800  $5,555,400  $38,820,342,629 
New York  $12,850,980 $81,736,510,754.59 $1,025,328,700  $22,753,500  $285,389,876,382 
North Carolina  $9,663,820 $56,260,051,800.90 $770,828,100  $282,793,500  $188,360,933,070 
North Dakota  $8,757,380 $13,109,533,090.45 $84,897,600  $14,036  $25,051,971,588 
Ohio  $11,388,980 $82,165,785,765.66 $1,011,542,100  $19,916,700  $226,936,342,622 
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Oklahoma  $9,678,440 $36,402,642,291.21 $285,621,400  $46,098,000  $80,051,351,406 
Oregon  $11,842,200 $21,491,374,641.84 $346,317,000  $242,605,500  $70,600,333,944 
Pennsylvania  $11,505,940 $84,006,660,864.11 $1,015,018,700  $32,209,500  $260,555,200,866 
Rhode Island  $13,260,340 $4,149,259,826.02 $84,116,900  $617,595  $18,464,811,397 
South Carolina  $9,693,060 $36,388,998,162.95 $402,872,000  $237,286,500  $93,796,993,778 
South Dakota  $8,289,540 $8,526,212,135.59 $98,353,000  $22,398,900  $19,308,705,196 
Tennessee  $9,707,680 $49,054,556,009.13 $541,965,500  $76,239,000  $128,841,126,964 
Texas  $12,383,140 $289,373,099,577.38 $2,141,071,200  $207,441,000  $622,160,220,446 
Utah  $13,245,720 $17,786,201,564.97 $214,437,500  $3,073,200  $49,627,742,457 
Vermont  $5,687,180 $2,878,340,684.77 $62,312,600  $7,535,250  $10,209,147,764 
Virginia  $11,038,100 $51,826,320,734.25 $701,306,600  $187,642,500  $149,062,338,434 
Washington  $12,295,420 $45,289,586,646.48 $646,725,900  $316,185,000  $143,099,456,386 
West Virginia  $7,119,940 $17,245,531,779.40 $155,129,800  $39,892,500  $40,693,204,174 
Wisconsin  $10,263,240 $39,802,139,694.97 $512,745,400  $50,530,500  $109,564,576,045 
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Total Benefits  
Alabama   $22,364   $311  $473  $445   $37   $23,630  
Alaska   $37,016   $2,870  $641  $520   $161   $41,207  
Arizona   $24,068   $246  $659  $472   $ 24   $25,469  
Arkansas   $22,424   $497  $383  $465   $43   $23,812  
California   $28,870   $55  $549  $515   $32   $30,021  
Connecticut   $22,122   $368  $403  $518   $26   $23,437  
Colorado   $ 45,296   $500  $975  $560   $58   $47,388  
Delaware   $29,074   $1,873  $664  $603   $51   $32,264  
Washington D.C.   $37,930   $2,799  $747  $542   $52   $42,070  
Florida   $26,806   $83  $518  $572   $35   $28,015  
Georgia   $23,518   $150  $480  $477   $24   $24,649  
Hawaii   $32,614   $1,967  $455  $533   $44   $35,612  
Idaho   $25,044   $1,030  $665  $519   $40   $27,298  
Illinois   $28,639   $152  $568  $506   $56   $29,920  
Indiana   $25,963   $245  $468  $450   $31   $27,157  
Iowa   $27,924   $551  $624  $521   $63   $29,683  
Kansas   $26,237   $539  $618  $497   $49   $27,941  
Kentucky   $22,950   $359  $384  $430   $51   $24,174  
Louisiana   $23,164   $323  $450  $500   $36   $24,473  
Maine   $31,221   $1,272  $703  $551   $53   $33,799  
Maryland   $32,167   $313  $649  $528   $43   $33,701  
Massachusetts   $35,506   $330  $530  $618   $41   $37,024  
Michigan   $27,168   $178  $484  $473   $28   $28,331  
Minnesota   $32,109   $338  $601  $604   $61   $33,712  
Mississippi   $20,536   $487  $434  $395   $40   $21,894  
Missouri   $27,246   $271  $477  $477   $30   $28,501  
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Total Benefits  
Montana   $29,026   $1,692   $675   $690   $70   $32,153  
Nebraska   $29,574   $881   $686   $571   $56   $31,767  
Nevada   $28,578   $819   $450   $525   $37   $30,408  
New Hampshire   $37,402   $1,321   $721   $582   $42   $40,069  
New Jersey   $34,064   $217   $569   $587   $38   $35,475  
New Mexico   $23,917   $744   $623   $466   $48   $25,799  
New York   $30,561   $128   $738   $421   $42   $31,891  
North Carolina   $23,171   $159   $548   $490   $30   $24,398  
North Dakota   $35,049   $2,497   $528   $819   $167   $39,061  
Ohio   $27,709   $146   $517   $465   $38   $28,875  
Oklahoma   $23,502   $395   $665   $490   $49   $25,100  
Oregon   $28,577   $477   $670   $516   $33   $30,273  
Pennsylvania   $29,129   $139   $601   $493   $54   $30,417  
Rhode Island   $29,942   $2,002   $408   $411   $30   $32,794  
South Carolina   $22,973   $316   $633   $441   $25   $24,388  
South Dakota   $30,440   $1,927   $734   $636   $81   $33,818  
Tennessee   $23,281   $240   $530   $469   $26   $24,545  
Texas   $25,586   $ 57   $462   $535   $35   $26,675  
Utah   $26,957   $554   $1,268   $531   $30   $29,339  
Vermont   $34,614   $3,228   $720   $554   $89   $39,206  
Virginia   $30,213   $203   $728   $513   $38   $31,695  
Washington   $31,171   $274   $697   $569   $43   $32,754  
West Virginia   $24,006   $878   $542   $421   $47   $25,893  
Wisconsin   $29,342   $295   $797   $509   $56   $30,999  
Wyoming  $31,468   $2,925   $705   $516   $93   $35,707  
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Data Set 4. (Part 1.)   Per capita numbers 
State Cost of Consumer 
Durables  
Unemployment Cost of 
Commuting 
Cost of Farmland 
Alabama   $3,562   $3,078   $1,518   $794  
Alaska   $4,158   $4,888   $1,162  - 
Arizona   $3,779   $3,887   $1,431   $811  
Arkansas   $3,719   $2,450   $1,550   $744  
California   $4,117   $4,449   $1,313   $1,042  
Connecticut   $4,142   $2,770   $1,326   $2,439  
Colorado   $4,478   $4,081   $1,476   $406  
Delaware   $4,821   $3,120   $1,859   $2,368  
Washington D.C.   $4,332   $6,334   $1,395  - 
Florida   $4,576   $3,230   $1,648   $1,306  
Georgia   $3,816   $3,264   $1,463   $1,027  
Hawaii   $4,261   $3,324   $1,215  - 
Idaho   $4,149   $2,415   $1,547   $494  
Illinois   $4,047   $3,572   $1,434   $1,500  
Indiana   $3,601   $2,605   $1,341   $1,790  
Iowa   $4,169   $2,084   $1,688   $1,608  
Kansas   $3,979   $2,420   $1,448   $444  
Kentucky   $3,443   $2,928   $1,346   $682  
Louisiana   $3,997   $3,050   $1,720   $779  
Maine   $4,406   $2,969   $1,679   $362  
Maryland   $4,224   $3,425   $1,588   $1,525  
Massachusetts   $4,945   $3,878   $1,512   $2,961  
Michigan   $3,784   $3,517   $1,185   $1,163  
Minnesota   $4,831   $2,816   $1,481   $956  
Mississippi   $3,164   $2,963   $1,322   $590  
Missouri   $3,814   $2,726   $1,542   $741  
Montana   $5,521   $2,525   $1,834   $168  
Nebraska   $4,564   $2,001   $1,926   $554  
Nevada   $4,202   $4,107   $1,398   $203  
New Hampshire   $4,654   $2,622   $1,720   $1,361  
New Jersey   $4,692   $3,736   $1,589   $2,736  
New Mexico   $3,728   $3,550   $1,449   $132  
New York   $3,372   $3,881   $1,023   $400  
North Carolina   $3,922   $3,282   $1,531   $1,383  
North Dakota   $6,553   $1,777   $2,489   $311  
Ohio   $3,719   $3,092   $1,450   $1,428  
Oklahoma   $3,918   $2,270   $1,760   $379  
Oregon   $4,126   $3,805   $1,251   $378  
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Data Set 4. (Part 1. Continued)   Per capita numbers 
State  Cost of Consumer 
Durables  
Unemployment  Cost of 
Commuting  
Cost of Farmland 
Pennsylvania   $3,947   $3,360   $1,480   $1,318  
Rhode Island   $3,289   $3,878   $1,167   $3,370  
South Carolina   $3,526   $3,137   $1,374   $978  
South Dakota   $5,090   $1,704   $2,023   $412  
Tennessee   $3,750   $3,005   $1,524   $1,062  
Texas   $4,281   $2,552   $1,881   $410  
Utah   $4,244   $2,248   $1,507   $420  
Vermont   $4,431   $2,662   $1,822   $533  
Virginia   $4,103   $3,278   $1,514   $899  
Washington   $4,549   $4,089   $1,318   $585  
West Virginia   $3,364   $3,266   $1,452   $592  
Wisconsin   $4,069   $2,577   $1,494   $1,005  
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Data Set 4. (Part 2.)         Per capita numbers 
State  Cost of Divorce Cost of Crime Cost Long-Term 
Environmental Damage  
Cost of Car 
Crashes 
Alabama   $392   $287   $1,290   $819  
Alaska   $391   $277   $1,166   $412  
Arizona   $371   $288   $729   $615  
Arkansas   $419   $296   $1,390   $864  
California   $279   $288   $1,523   $405  
Connecticut   $356   $120   $599   $469  
Colorado   $316   $374   $1,614   $352  
Delaware   $344   $269   $1,189   $648  
Washington D.C.   $286   $614   $1,075   $160  
Florida   $396   $273   $1,054   $678  
Georgia   $326   $302   $956   $656  
Hawaii   $300   $346   $606   $304  
Idaho   $372   $147   $1,475   $611  
Illinois   $299   $210   $1,101   $363  
Indiana   $399   $259   $1,368   $578  
Iowa   $356   $183   $1,938   $479  
Kansas   $360   $251   $1,695   $571  
Kentucky   $426   $213   $1,909   $805  
Louisiana   $368   $324   $3,253   $753  
Maine   $467   $154   $1,578   $549  
Maryland   $288   $261   $1,234   $405  
Massachusetts   $279   $170   $ 904   $238  
Michigan   $372   $190   $ 948   $456  
Minnesota   $313   $207   $1,685   $350  
Mississippi   $368   $267   $1,296   $1,059  
Missouri   $390   $283   $ 910   $669  
Montana   $421   $222   $1,848   $1,015  
Nebraska   $325   $206   $2,172   $607  
Nevada   $453   $332   $991   $528  
New Hampshire   $389   $151   $1,095   $401  
New Jersey   $237   $180   $645   $293  
New Mexico   $402   $365   $1,088   $669  
New York   $253   $177   $860   $269  
North Carolina   $318   $263   $1,707   $643  
North Dakota   $314   $185   $3,215   $810  
Ohio   $384   $257   $1,599   $447  
Oklahoma  $419    $277    $1,277   $772   
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State  Cost of Divorce Cost of Crime Cost Long-Term 
Environmental Damage  
Cost of Car 
Crashes 
Oregon   $408   $263   $1,292   $518  
Pennsylvania   $303   $187   $2,674   $439  
Rhode Island   $334   $177   $1,046   $199  
South Carolina   $330   $306   $1,005   $936  
South Dakota   $359   $168   $1,924   $731  
Tennessee   $397   $ 289   $1,284   $682  
Texas   $311   $283   $1,700   $610  
Utah   $261   $262   $1,174   $434  
Vermont   $411   $117   $1,186   $426  
Virginia   $301   $169   $ 808   $421  
Washington   $368   $325   $1,912   $360  
West Virginia   $456   $183   $2,612   $680  
Wisconsin   $353   $202   $1,831   $459  
Wyoming  $438   $155   $3,718   $1,158  
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Data Set 4. (Part 3.)    Per capita numbers 














Alabama   $2   $8,883   $109   $82   $20,816  
Alaska   $13   $18,056   $106   $2,961   $33,589  
Arizona   $2   $4,754   $80   $2   $16,748  
Arkansas   $3   $7,901   $90   $73   $19,498  
California   $0   $4,441   $73   $6   $17,939  
Connecticut   $2   $5,981   $50   $3   $18,258  
Colorado   $4   $4,508   $ 134   $1   $17,743  
Delaware   $13   $6,406   $99   $2   $21,137  
Washington D.C.   $22   $5,669   $47   $0   $19,935  
Florida   $1   $4,575   $76   $10   $17,824  
Georgia   $1   $6,138   $77   $42   $18,067  
Hawaii   $9   $4,419   $84   $4   $14,873  
Idaho   $6   $7,030   $ 108   $84   $18,440  
Illinois   $1   $6,785   $79   $0   $19,393  
Indiana   $2   $9,419   $88   $1   $21,448  
Iowa   $3   $10,914   $ 110   $0   $23,533  
Kansas   $4   $8,392   $87   $1   $19,651  
Kentucky   $2   $8,570   $91   $7   $20,422  
Louisiana   $2   $ 20,020   $80   $50   $34,396  
Maine   $4   $6,517   $79   $102   $18,867  
Maryland   $2   $5,044   $67   $1   $18,065  
Massachusetts   $2   $4,665   $72   $1   $19,626  
Michigan   $1   $6,182   $81   $31   $17,910  
Minnesota   $2   $7,298   $91   $18   $20,047  
Mississippi   $2   $8,727   $68   $104   $19,930  
Missouri   $2   $6,517   $89   $4   $17,687  
Montana   $8   $8,481   $140   $116   $22,297  
Nebraska   $6   $10,155   $101   $1   $22,618  
Nevada   $5   $5,156   $77   $0   $17,451  
New Hampshire   $7   $5,691   $92   $17   $18,199  
New Jersey   $2   $5,513   $64   $0   $19,687  
New Mexico   $5   $7,142   $84   $3   $18,618  
New York   $1   $4,129   $52   $1   $14,417  
North Carolina   $1   $5,602   $77   $28   $18,756  
North Dakota   $12   $17,319   $112   $0   $33,097  
Ohio   $1   $7,075   $87   $2   $19,541  
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Data Set 4. (Part 3.)    Per capita numbers 














Oklahoma   $2   $9,307   $73   $12   $20,466  
Oregon   $3   $5,334   $86   $60   $17,523  
Pennsylvania   $1   $6,562   $79   $3   $20,352  
Rhode Island   $13   $3,928   $80   $1   $17,481  
South Carolina   $2   $7,432   $82   $48   $19,157  
South Dakota   $10   $9,932   $ 115   $26   $22,492  
Tennessee   $1   $7,432   $82   $12   $19,520  
Texas   $0   $ 10,534   $78   $8   $22,649  
Utah   $4   $5,937   $72   $1   $16,565  
Vermont   $9   $4,598   $ 100   $12   $16,307  
Virginia   $1   $6,182   $84   $22   $17,782  
Washington   $2   $6,316   $90   $44   $19,957  
West Virginia   $4   $9,352   $84   $22   $22,066  
Wisconsin   $2   $6,897   $89   $ 9   $18,984  
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